Responding to escalating violence by extremist animal-rights groups, academics are working proactively to prevent the harassment and harm of scientists.
from the threats of radical animal-rights groups.
In response to the escalation in animal-rights extremism, and bolstered by increasingly stringent legislative and law enforcement efforts, academics are taking a stand. In February 2008, UCLA successfully sought a restraining order to protect against harassment by animal-rights groups. The university is also providing private security on campus and at the homes of threatened faculty members and is no longer releasing detailed information about biomedical primate research. Also in February 2008, the Society for Neuroscience released a document entitled "Best Practices for Protecting Researchers and Research: Recommendations for Universities and Institutions" that provides guidelines for universities and institutions aiming to proactively protect and to stave off attacks on staff and students. In response to extreme animal-rights tactics that resulted in halted construction on biomedical animal research facilities at Oxford University and Cambridge University, the group 'Pro-Test' was founded in Oxford, UK, in 2006. Thus far, this academic-run group has held two rallies, organized public meetings, and conducted polls finding that 94% of Oxford students support construction of the Oxford biomedical animal research facility, which recommenced in late 2004.
Perhaps not understood by extremist organizations is the fact that the creation of suitable alternatives to animal testing would be welcomed by many academics, most of whom are frustrated with the enormous financial and administrative burdens associated with animal research. As stated in original European Union Council Directive 86/609, designed to protect animals used for experimental purposes, "experiments must only take place if there is no alternative method that does not entail the use of animals"; similar statements are found in the UK Animal (Scientific Procedures) Act and the US Animal Welfare Act.
Encouragingly, efforts to devise alternative methods are underway, as indicated by the February 2008 announcement of a program in which the US Environmental Protection Agency, National Toxicology Program and National Institutes of Health will join forces to develop and test new in vitro methods for evaluating chemical toxicity. However, efforts by the UK-based group Animal Defenders International to revise European Union directive 86/609 to establish a timetable for complete replacement of primates in biomedical experiments might be premature.
Although data on responses generated in animals, even primates, are not always predictive of responses in humans, many past immunological advances (e.g., infectious properties of disease-causing agents and biological principles underlying transplant rejection) depended heavily on experiments with live animals. The development of drugs to prevent and treat such conditions also relied strongly on animal research. As in the past, for the foreseeable future and until technological advances provide suitable alternatives, animal research remains essential to biomedical research into understanding and combating human disease.
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